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Thus the reviewer under notice, being bent on
creating a general impression that the author is
really quite arbitrary in his conclusions, claims
(a) that his own school1 " is genuinely interested in
this question of authorship" ; and (&) that the
present writer does not recognise " that the biblio-
graphical evidence which shows how a text assumed
its present form constitutes an essential part of his
inquiry/' These two propositions, in their different
degree of importance, are evasive, and the second is
explicitly untrue.
The investigation carried on in THE SHAKESPEARE
CANON has always been in large part bibliographical,
and nowhere more so than in the Division reviewed
by the critic. It is there shown, on bibliographical
lines, that i HENRY vi internally reveals the fact of
its being a recast, and that this conclusion is corrobo-
rated by the external evidence. But as the author
has put it elsewhere, the school which claims to be
bibliographical, and which has indeed done some
sound bibliographical work in the past (repeatedly
acknowledged as helpful in this work) is now doing
downright bad bibliography. This holds as to Pro-
fessor Dover Wilson's treatment of THE TAMING OF
THE SHREW, where his acceptance of a quite false
bibliographical theory has led him into explicit self-
contradiction.
A scrupulous bibliographer would have noted the
internal evidence of interpolation (or expansion) in
the opening scene of i HENRY vi, whether or not he
* Unlike Professor Lascelles Abercrombie.